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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

This is an appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134(a) from the Examiner's final 
rejection of claims 1-6, 8-16, and 18-21, which are all the claims remaining 
in the application. We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 6(b). 

We affirm. 

Invention 

Appellant's invention relates to word processing, and in particular 
selecting a block of text by use of a pointing device to move a corresponding 
displayed endpoint marker in a selected direction. Spec. 1:9-12; Abstract; 
Fig. 2. 

Representative Claim 

1. A method for facilitating modification of the extent of a 
selected block of information in a displayed presentation for 
further processing of said block, said method comprising: 

receiving a first input from a user for defining a first endpoint 
of said selected block of information; 

displaying a first endpoint marker at said first endpoint; 

receiving a second input from said user for defining a second 
endpoint of said selected block of information; 

displaying a second endpoint marker at said second endpoint, 
said selected block of information being defined by said first 
and second endpoint markers; and 

enabling said user to move either said first or second endpoint 
markers in order to correspondingly modify said extent of said 
selected block of information, wherein at least one of said 
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endpoint markers is displayed as a semi-transparent marker 
overlaying displayed content to enable a semi-transparent view 
of said displayed content as viewed through said one of said 
endpoints markers. 

Examiner's Rejections 

Claims 1, 3-5, 8-11, 13-15, and 18-21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Keely (US 6,891,551 B2). 

Claims 2 and 12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Keely and Carroll (US 2003/0103082 Al). 

Claims 6 and 16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Keely and Nakayama (US 5,737,618). 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
Keely describes a selection tool (Fig. 3) that includes a body 301 and 
selection handles 302. The selection handles allow the user to resize and/or 
adjust the selection of a portion of data. The body 301 may be translucent or 
transparent to allow reading of selected/highlighted text. Col. 5, 11. 22-45. 

ANALYSIS 

Appellant argues claim 1 as representative, and does not submit 
separate arguments in response to the different grounds of rejections over the 
prior art. Accordingly, we will decide the appeal on the basis of claim 1 
alone. See 37 C.F.R. § 41.37(c)(l)(vii). 

Claim 1 recites "wherein at least one of said endpoint markers is 
displayed as a semi-transparent marker overlaying displayed content to 
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enable a semi-transparent view of said displayed content as viewed through 
said one of said endpoint markers." 

Appellant contends that Keely contains no teaching, suggestion, or 
contemplation of semi-transparent markers. Appellant submits that claim 1 
therefore distinguishes over Keely. 

The Examiner disagrees. We find that the Examiner has adequately 
addressed all of Appellant's arguments for patentability. We adopt the 
Examiner's findings and reasoning set out in the Answer as our own. 

Because we are not persuaded that instant claim 1 has been rejected in 
error, we sustain the Examiner's rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

DECISION 

The rejection of claims 1, 3-5, 8-11, 13-15, and 18-21 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Keely is affirmed. 

The rejection of claims 2 and 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Keely and Carroll is affirmed. 

The rejection of claims 6 and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Keely and Nakayama is affirmed. 

No time period for taking any subsequent action in connection with 
this appeal may be extended under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a). See 37 C.F.R. 
§ 41.50(f). 

AFFIRMED 
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msc 

Robert V. Wilder 
Attorney at Law 
4235 Kingsburg Drive 
Round Rock TX 78681 
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